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DETAILED ACTION 

The examiner would like to note that the present application has been reassigned to a 
new examiner. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1 .1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 
1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been 
withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on April 15, 2008 
has been entered. 

Claims 1 , 4-8, 1 1 , 1 6 and 1 8-30 are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 20-25 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 
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As per claim 20, the limitation "wherein the script is further defined as logic to 
manipulate the requested data" is indefinite since it is unclear what "the script" in claim 
20 is referring to with respect to claim 16 (i.e. "information service layer script", 
"information command layer script", or the "verification script"). 

As per claim 21 , the limitation "wherein the script is processed automatically upon 
receiving the at least portion of the requested data from the information service layer" is 
indefinite since it is unclear what "the script" in claim 21 is referring to with respect to 
claim 16 (i.e. "information service layer script", "information command layer script", or 
the "verification script"). 

As per claim 22, the limitation "wherein the script is processed prior to receiving the 
analyzed portion of the requested data from the information service layer" is indefinite 
since it is unclear what "the script" in claim 22 is referring to with respect to claim 16 (i.e. 
"information service layer script", "information command layer script", or the "verification 
script"). 

Similarly "the script" limitation is found in claims 23-25, thus rendering claims 23-25 
indefinite for the same reasons as noted above with respect to claims 20-22. 
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As per claim 28, the limitation "An analyzer that the response document from the data 
receiver" in line 10 is indefinite, for the purpose of examination the examiner has 
interpreted the claim to read "An analyzer that analyzes the response document from 
the data receiver." 



As per claim 28 the limitation "wherein the second script executes the logic or 
instructions embedded in the second script on the response document" is indefinite. As 
best understood, a script is nothing more than computer code that requires a processor 
to actually perform any "execution" of the script, thus it is unclear how a computer code 
(i.e. a second script) can autonomously "execute" itself (see "instructions embedded in 
the second script") on a response document. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 1 22(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 



Claims 16, 18 and 20-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Draper et al. (US 7,152,062) ("Draper"). 
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As per claim 16, Draper teaches building a request for data, wherein the request 
comprises an information service layer script provided by an application program 
interface (here the examiner is interpreting a script as a type of computer code, thus see 
"lenses", col. 4, lines 65-col. 5, line 24, which is a type of script or computer code written 
in "XML-QL", see col. 3, lines 36-44 and executed by the API); 
Submitting the request for data to an information service layer (read as a data source, 
see col. 5, lines 62-65); 

Receiving at least a portion of the requested data from the information service layer 
wherein the at least a portion of the requested data is formatted according to the 
information service layer script (according to "XML-QL", see col. 4, lines 37-65 and col. 
3, lines 37-45); and 

Processing the at least a portion of the requested data received from the information 
service layer according to an information command layer script (see col. 6, lines 4-10, 
"results transform function" which is a script or computer code accessible by a function 
of the API and written in "XSL", col. 2, line 43- col. 3, line 35), wherein the information 
command layer script comprises tagged data (see col. 2, lines 43-57, wherein XSL is a 
type of XML document, which implicitly contains tagged data), wherein the processing 
comprises: 

Parsing the at least a portion of the requested data (see for example Table 6 and Table 
7, col. 13-col. 14, wherein the results that are returned in a "native format", see Table 6, 
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are inherently parsed to determine the resulting data that will be formatted into the 
canonical format, see Table 7); 

Interpreting embedded instructions from the information command layer manipulating 
the at least a portion of the requested data based upon the embedded instructions (see 
col. 4, lines 54-65 wherein the results are "manipulated" into canonical format and in 
accordance with certain display attributes associated with the application program); 

Wherein the information command layer script further comprises a verification script, 
wherein the verification script comprises instructions to monitor a process based on the 
requested data (see Fig 14, col. 21 , lines 64-66, wherein Draper teaches a function for 
transmitting a request to the query server, and wherein the verification script in Draper 
is being read as a script that monitors for the returned query results from the query 
server) and spawn an event based upon a trigger related to the requested data (see col. 
21 , lines 64-col. 22, line 7, wherein after the results are retrieved they are then stored 
and a results transform function is "triggered" to return the results in a format to be 
displayed by an application, read as an event based upon a trigger related to the 
requested data). 

As per claim 18, Draper further teaches wherein the process is defined as an 
application operation (see col. 21, line 64-col. 22, line 8, and col. 4, lines 60-65, wherein 
the process of retrieving the results data is for the benefit of an application, such as a 
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spreadsheet program or word processing program, and is therefore read as an 
application operation). 

As per claim 20, Draper further teaches wherein the script is further defined as logic to 
manipulate the requested data (see col. 2, lines 43-55, wherein the XSL code 
comprises a series or rules, read as logic). 

As per claim 21 , Draper further teaches wherein the script is processed automatically 
upon receiving the at least portion of the requested data from the information service 
layer (see for example. Fig. 2, ref. 210, wherein the system that performs the invention 
is a client computer which inherently performs "automated" functions, read as 
"automatically"). 

As per claim 22, Draper further teaches wherein the script is processed prior to 
receiving the analyzed portion of the requested data from the information service layer 
(see col. 21 , lines 64-66, which teaches a function, read as a script, that is executed 
prior to receiving the query results from the query server, read as a information service 
layer). 
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As per claim 23, Draper further teaches wherein processing the script to format the data 
includes formatting the data to extensible mark-up language reports (see col. 7, lines 
60-65 "The canonical format is a well formed XML document in one embodiment") 

As per claim 24, Draper further teaches wherein processing the script to format the data 
includes formatting the data to a tab delimited file ("canonical format", see col. 13, lines 
54-56 and Table 7). 

As per claim 25, Draper further teaches wherein processing the script to format the data 
includes formatting the data to extensible mark-up language tags (see "The canonical 
format is a well formed XML document in one embodiment", see col. 7, lines 60-65 and 
col. 8, lines 45-46) 

As per claim 26, Draper further teaches wherein building the request for data includes 
generating an extensible mark-up language tag (see col. 3, lines 37-45, wherein the 
query is based on an XML language which inherently supports an extensible mark-up 
language tag) 

As per claim 27, Draper further teaches wherein the information service layer is 
executed on a first computer system, the method further comprising formatted data to 
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an application on a second computer system (see Fig. 2, wherein the server computer 
120 is connected to the client 210 via the Internet 130). 

As per claim 28, Draper teaches an application programmable interface (see col. 5, 
lines 1-3) that receives a request for a data from an application (i.e. spreadsheet 
program or word processing program, see col. 4, lines 62-65); 

A data requestor that receives the request for data from a first script from the application 
programmable interface (here the examiner is interpreting a script as a type of computer 
code, thus see "lenses", col. 4, lines 65-col. 5, line 24, which is a type of script or 
computer code written in "XML-QL", see col. 3, lines 36-44 and executed by the API); 
An information service layer (read as a data source, see col. 5, lines 62-65) that 
receives the first script from the data requestor, retrieves the data, and creates a 
response document based upon formatting described in the first script (see col. 4, lines 
37-65 and col. 3, lines 37-45, wherein the query is inherently received by the data 
source, which retrieves the data, and transmits the requested data back using the XML- 
QL language, read as "formatting described in the first script"); 

A data receiver that receives the response document from the information service layer 
(see col. 6, lines 2-9); 

An analyzer that analyzes the response document from and a second script from the 
application programmable interface (see col. 6, lines 4-10, "results transform function" 
which is a script or computer code accessible by a function of the API and written in 
"XSL", col. 2, line 43- col. 3, line 35), wherein second scrip contains logic or instructions 
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embedded in the second script (see XSL language, col. 2, lines 43-col. 3, line 35), and 
wherein the second script executes the logic or instructions embedded in the second 
script on the response document and creates an output document (see "canonical 
format", see col. 6, lines 5-10 and col. 7, lines 60-65 "The canonical format is a well 
formed XML document in one embodiment"). 

A writer that receives the output document and formats the document into an output 
formatted document (see col. 4, lines 57-60, wherein the results transform may also 
specify various display attributes (e.g. color) for the transformed results, read as 
formatting the canonical output document using display attributes to create a output 
formatted document), wherein the output formatted document is transmitted to the 
application programmable interface (see col. 6, lines 5-10, wherein the formatted 
document is transferred back to the API), wherein the output formatted document is 
transmitted from the application programmable interface to the application (see col. 6. 
lines 5-10, which is then transferred to the application program). 

As per claim 29 Draper further teaches wherein the first script comprises an information 
service layer script (see XML-QL, col. 3, lines 35-45, note the examiner is interpreting a 
information service layer script broadly as a type of computer code) 

As per claim 30 Draper further teaches wherein the second script comprises an 
information command layer script (see XSL, col. 2, line 43-col. 3, line 35, note the 
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examiner is broadly interpreting a information command layer script as a type of 
computer code) 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 6-8 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Draper et al. (US 7,152,062) ("Draper"), in view of Fabybishenko et al. (US 
6,934,702) ("Faybishenko"). 

As per claim 1 , Draper teaches an application program interface (see col. 5, lines 1-3) 
that receives a request for data from an application (i.e. spreadsheet program or word 
processing program, see col. 4, lines 62-65), and that provides at least one information 
service layer script (here the examiner is interpreting a service layer script as a type of 
computer code, thus see "lenses", col. 4, lines 65-col. 5, line 24, which is a type of script 
or computer code written in "XML-QL", see col. 3, lines 36-44 and executed by the API) 
and at least one information command layer script (see col. 6, lines 4-10, "results 
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transform function" which is a script or computer code accessible by a function of the 
API and written in "XSL", col. 2, line 43- col. 3, line 35) . 

A requestor component that builds a request for data using the at least one information 
service layer script (see col. 4, lines 37-65 and col. 3, lines 37-45), and transmits the 
built request for data to the information service layer (read as a data source, see col. 5, 
lines 62-65); 

A receiver component communicating with the information service layer a response 
from the information service layer, the response including at least a portion of the 
requested data (see col. 6, lines 2-9); 

An analyzer analyzing at least a portion of the response wherein the analyzer 
manipulates the at least a portion of the requested data according to the at least one 
information command layer script received from the application program interface (see 
XSL, col. 2, line 42-col. 3, line 35, and Fig. 14, ref. 1403-1404, and col. 22, lines 1-7), 
wherein instructions are embedded within the at least one information command layer 
script using a tag-based markup language (see col. 2, line 43-58, "XSL documents are 
XML documents", note that XML is a tag-based markup language thus any instructions 
in the XSL document are inherently writing using a tag-based markup language), 
wherein the analyzer reads and analyzes the at least a portion of the requested data 
using instructions embedded in the information command layer script and creates an 
analyzed portion of the response (see Fig. 14, ref. 1403-1404, and col. 22, lines 1-7, 
wherein the step of transforming the results of the XML query is being read as creating 
an analyzed portion of the response); and 
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A writer component formatting the application analyzed portion of the response based 
upon a desired format (see "canonical format", see col. 6, lines 5-10), 
Wherein the application program sends the formatted analyzed portion of the response 
to the application (see "application program" col. 6, liens 5-10, for example, a 
spreadsheet application or a word processing program, see col. 4, lines 60-65) and 
wherein the analyzer includes a manipulator manipulating the analyzed portion of the 
response to analyze a metric associated with the application. 

Although Draper describes the invention in an environment that may be used to analyze 
the success of business practices among subsidiaries (see col. 1, lines 10-24, which is 
inherently a type of quantifiable measurement or "metric"), Draper does not necessarily 
teach wherein the analyzer includes a manipulator manipulating the analyzed portion of 
the response to analyze the business success measurement (read as a metric 
associated with an application). 

Nevertheless "manipulating" the XML results from the server data to determine a 
certain metric (also note the examiner is interpreting the term "manipulating" as any 
type of change in the XML data and the term "metric" as any type of measurement 
generated from the results of the XML query) was well known in the art of XML 
programming. For example, Faybishenko et al. teaches manipulating XML response 
data for different purposes such as determining an average price or current demand 
based upon availability (see col. 15, lines 23-38). 

One of skill in the art would have been motivated for modifying the teachings of 
Draper with the teachings of Faybishenko, for manipulating the results of the XML query 
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in Draper's invention. The motivation for doing so would have been for the purposes of 
providing a user with a more accurate measure of the success of business practices 
among subsidiaries. 

As per claim 6, Draper further teaches wherein the writer component formats the 
analyzed portion of the response as an extensible mark-up language report (see col. 7, 
lines 60-65 "The canonical format is a well formed XML document in one embodiment") 

As per claim 7, Draper further teaches wherein the writer component formats the 
analyzed portion of the response as an extensible mark-up language tag. (see "The 
canonical format is a well formed XML document in one embodiment", see col. 7, lines 
60-65 and col. 8, lines 45-46) 

As per claim 8, Draper further teaches wherein the writer component formats the 
analyzed portion of the response as character delimited ("canonical format", see col. 13, 
lines 54-56). 

As per claim 1 1 , Draper further teaches wherein the application program interface 
promotes communications between at least one application resident on at least on other 
computer system (see Fig. 2, wherein the server computer 120 is connected to the 
client 210 via the Internet 130). 
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Claims 4 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Draper (US 7,152,062), in view of Fabybishenko (US 6,934,702), in further view of 
Zarb (US 2004/0039619). 

As per claims 4 and 5, Draper does not expressly teach the analyzer further verifies 
invoicing cycles associated with the application. 

Nevertheless, in the same art of business data collection, Zarb teaches a system for 
collecting and monitoring data associated with invoicing cycles (see "INVOICE 
COLLECTION", see Fig. 12 and 13, U0086-U0098), possibly from remote sources using 
XML (see H0071 and H0202-H0203). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the teachings of 
Draper with the teachings of Zarb. The motivation for using Draper's system to analyze 
invoicing cycles would have been for the purposes of determining a better allocation of 
certain business resources (see Zarb, 1J0002). 

Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Draper (US 
7,152,062), in view of Zarb (US 2004/0039619). 

As per claim 19 Draper does not expressly teach wherein the process is defined as an 
invoicing cycle. 

Nevertheless, in the same art of business data collection, Zarb teaches a system for 
collecting and monitoring data associated with invoicing cycles (see "INVOICE 
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COLLECTION", see Fig. 12 and 13, If0086-1f0098), possibly from remote sources using 
XML (see 1J0071 and U0202-1J0203). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the teachings of 
Draper with the teachings of Zarb. The motivation for using Draper's system to analyze 
invoicing cycles would have been for the purposes of determining a better allocation of 
certain business resources (see Zarb, 1[0002). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 , 4-8, 11,16 and 1 8-30 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure, (see PTO 892) 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brendan Y. Higa whose telephone number is (571)272- 
5823. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Glenton Burgess can be reached on (571)272-3949. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/Glenton B. Burgess/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2153 
BYH 



